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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 

 
1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the information 
sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the 
referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls 
outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as 
general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 
 
2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as project-
level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts. 
 
3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, than the checklist answers must indicate 
whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant 
Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially 
Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required. 
 
4) “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of mitigation 
measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must 
describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures 
from Section XVII, “Earlier Analyses,” may be cross-referenced). 
 
5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been adequately 
analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. 
 
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 
 
 a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 
 

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of and adequately 
analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by 
mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis. 
 
c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,” describe the 
mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address 
site-specific conditions for the project. 

 
6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g., 
general plans, zoning ordinances). References to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a 
reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 
 
7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted should be 
cited in the discussion. 
 
8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should normally address 
the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 
 
9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 
 
 a) the significant criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 
 
 b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant. 
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I. AESTHETICS -- Except as provided in Public Resource 
Code Section 21099, would the project:  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?    X 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? 

   X 

c) In nonurbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of public views of the site and its 
surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced 
from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an 
urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable 
zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

   X 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?    X 

 
Discussion: The proposed project involves the installation and operation of an ion exchange water treatment system 
and 1,500 gallon treated water storage tank in the location shown on Figure 2.   The proposed location for the treatment 
system is just to the north of an existing building and just south of a paved area on a developed parcel. Proposed project 
activities would not affect any scenic vista, damage any scenic resource, degrade the existing visual quality of any public 
view, or create a new source of substantial light or glare. In summary, the proposed would have no impact on aesthetics. 
 
Mitigation: None.  
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II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: In determining 
whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the 
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts 
on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts 
to forest resources, including timberland, are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to 
information compiled by the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of 
forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment 
Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest 
carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest 
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. -- 
Would the project:  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps 
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? 

   X 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract?    X 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest 
land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), 
timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), 
or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by 
Government Code section 51104(g))? 

   X 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land 
to non-forest use?    X 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, 
due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land 
to non-forest use? 

   X 

 
Discussion:  
The proposed project is located on a parcel currently zoned “General AG – 40 Acre”.  Completion of the proposed 
project would not result in any changes to land use or zoning.  Specifically, the proposed project would not result in the 
conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use, or the loss of forest land.   In summary, the proposed would have no 
impact on agricultural or forest resources. 
 
 
Mitigation: None.  
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III. AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance criteria 
established by the applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the 
following determinations. -- Would the project:  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 
air quality plan?    X 

b. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
nonattainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard? 

   X 

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?    X 

d. Result in other emissions such as those leading to odors 
adversely affecting a substantial number of people?     X 

 
Discussion:   
FNF is located within the jurisdiction of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD).  Ambient air 
quality in the San Joaquin Valley is classified as non-attainment with respect to federal and state standards for  ozone 
and particulate matter with diameter 10 micrometers (µm) or smaller (PM-10), particulate matter with diameter less 
than 2.5 µm are classified as non-attainment with respect to state standards.  SJVAPCD administers Air Quality 
Attainment Plans for particulate matter, ozone and carbon monoxide.  Operation of the proposed treatment system is 
expected to have no impact on air quality because pressure from the groundwater pumped from the adjacent supply 
well would cause groundwater to flow through the ion exchange treatment system, with no additional air emissions or 
odors generated.  Vehicle emissions associated with the monthly transport of the ion exchange vessels between the Site 
and a Culligan facility in Modesto, California would be negligible with respect to air quality standards.  In summary, the 
proposed project is expected to have no impact to air quality.  
 
Mitigation: None.  
 

References: 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 2021.  Ambient Air Quality Standards and Valley Attainment Status. 
https://www.valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm   Accessed September 22, 2021. 
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

   X 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

   X 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally 
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

   X 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established 
native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the 
use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

   X 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

   X 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or 
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan? 

   X 

 
Discussion: The proposed location for the ion exchange treatment system is between a paved area and an existing building. 
No modification of existing habitat would occur due to the proposed project. The Site is developed as a nut processing facility, 
so proposed project activities would not impact riparian habitats or sensitive natural communities. The proposed Site is not 
located within a biologically sensitive area per the California Natural Diversity Database. No federally protected wetlands or 
potential wetlands are identified in the proposed project area on the Natural Communities Dataset Viewer, no impacts to 
wetlands are anticipated. No modification to any habitat that would interfere with migration of any species is anticipated due 
to proposed project activities. The proposed project would not conflict with any policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources or conflict with any habitat conservation plans. No impacts to biological resources are anticipated.  

Mitigation:  None. 

References: 

California Natural Diversity Database Maps. Viewed via BIOS Viewer, September 22, 2021. 

California Department of Water Resources, Sustainable Groundwater Management. Natural Communities Dataset 
Viewer. https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/NCDatasetViewer/ . Accessed September 22, 2021 
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in § 15064.5?    X 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5?    X 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside 
of formal cemeteries?    X 

 
Discussion: The proposed project Site is on a developed parcel between a paved area and a building.  Installation and operation 
of the system would not involve any ground disturbing activities and would not result in the disturbance of human remains or 
any previously unexposed historical or archaeological resources. In conclusion, no impacts anticipated related to cultural 
resources are anticipated. 

 
Mitigation: None. 
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VI. ENERGY Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due 
to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of 
energy resources, during project construction or 
operation? 

   X 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency?    X 

 
Discussion:  
Pressure generated by untreated groundwater pumped from an existing well would provide the pressure required to 
cause water to flow through the proposed ion exchange treatment system.  Added energy use associated with the 
proposed project would be  limited to the energy required to transport and exchange the treatment vessels approximately 
once per month. No wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy are anticipated during construction or 
operation of the ion exchange water treatment system. In summary, no impacts to energy resources are anticipated. 
 
Mitigation: None 
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VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project:  Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a. Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving: 

    

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 
area or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault. Refer to Division of Mines and Geology 
Special Publication 42. 

   X 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?    X 
iii. Seismic related ground failure, including 

liquefaction?    X 

iv. Landslides?    X 
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?    X 
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 

that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on or off site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

   X 

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1 B of 
the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial 
direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

   X 

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste 
water? 

   X 

f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature?    X 

 

Discussion: Per the United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service, soil types present at the 
Site include clay loam and gravelly clay loam.  Geologic hazards are not identified in the Site vicinity in the Stanislaus County 
General Plan or on California Department of Conservation web maps. The nature and scale of the proposed project would not 
result in any seismic activity, impacts to unstable or expansive soil, or require use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems. The proposed project does not include any ground disturbing activities. In summary, the proposed would 
have no impact on geologic and soil resources 

Mitigation: None 
 

References:  
California Department of Conservation. California Geologic Survey – Geologic Maps and Geologic Hazard Maps 
 

Stanislaus County, 2015. Stanislaus County General Plan, Chapter 5 
 

USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service. Web Soil Survey. August 2021. 
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VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS -- Would the project: 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

  X  

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse 
gases? 

   X 

 
Discussion:  

The amount of GHG emissions associated with the proposed project are limited to emissions from transportation used during 
the exchange of the resin vessels, to and from the Culligan Water Facility in Modesto, California, which is anticipated to occur 
monthly. The small increase in GHG emissions would be less than significant.  

 

Mitigation: None 
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IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS -- Would the 
project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

   X 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

   X 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 
mile of an existing or proposed school? 

   X 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment? 

   X 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, would the project result in 
a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

   X 

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

   X 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to 
a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?    X 

 
Discussion The proposed project does not involve the transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials, or the release or 
hazardous materials into the environment at the Site or elsewhere.  The Site is not included in the California Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) list of hazardous waste and substances sites (Cortese List) and is not located within two miles 
of a public airport. The closest airport to the Site is the Modesto City-County Airport located approximately 9 miles to the west. 
The proposed project would not interfere with the implementation with any emergency response or evacuation plan or pose 
any risks associated with wildland fires. In summary, the proposed would result in no impacts associated with hazards and 
hazardous materials.  

 
Mitigation: None.  
 
References: California Department of Toxic Substances Control, 2020. Hazardous Waste and Substances List. Downloaded 
from https://calepa.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/CorteseList/. August 2021. 
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X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a.  Would the project violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or groundwater quality?  

   X 

b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the 
project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin?  

   X 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of 
a stream or river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would:  

    

i. result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site?     X 

ii. substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or off-site?  

   X 

iii. create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; 
or per IS <sig 

   X 

d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 
pollutants due to project inundation?     X 

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan?  

   X 

 
Discussion: When the proposed treatment system requires flushing following installation of new ion exchange cartridges, 
the water used to flush the system would be captured at an on-Site storage tank and disposed of off-Site at an approved 
treatment facility. There would be no discharge of system waste to land or surface water.  The proposed project would 
not result in any discharge to land or water on-Site, so would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements.  Further there are no reasonably anticipated alterations to drainage patterns at the Site. The Site and 
surroundings are identified by FEMA to be Zone X – Area Determined to be Outside the 0.2% Annual Chance Floodplain, 
and is not in a tsunamic or seiche zone, there is no risk of pollutant release to the environment from a flood as the Site is 
not in an identified flood hazard zone. 
Mitigation: None 
 
References:  
 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Map Service Center, 
https://msc.fema.gov/portal/search?AddressQuery=10830%20Yosemite%20Blvd%2C%20Waterford%2C%20CA%209538
6#searchresultsanchor, accessed August 2021 
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XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING -- Would the project: 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a. Physically divide an established community?    X 
b. Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict 

with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect? 

   X 

 
Discussion: The proposed project would not result in any changes in land use. Further, there are no established communities 
in the proposed project area, so no established communities would be split due to the proposed project. The Site is located 
on land zoned as “General Agriculture 40 Acre”. The proposed project would not conflict with this zoning designation.  In 
summary, the proposed would have no impact on land use or planning. 

 
Mitigation: None 
 
References: 
Stanislaus County, 2015. Stanislaus County General Plan, Chapter 5 
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XII. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource 
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
state? 

   X 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, 
specific plan or other land use plan? 

   X 

 
Discussion: Per maps prepared by the State Division of Mines and Geology, the Site is not located in an area identified by the 
State Division of Mines and Geology as containing commercially viable mineral resources. Further, the Stanislaus County 
General Plan Conservation/Open Space Element does not identify any areas in addition to those identified by the State Division 
of Mines and Geology for valuable mineral resources. There are no known mineral resources of significance in the proposed 
project area. However, the proposed project would not prevent access to potential mineral resources should there become 
interest in the area. In summary, the proposed would have no impact to mineral resources. 

Finding: No Impact 
 
Mitigation: None 
 
References:  
California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology, 1993. Mineral Land Classification of Stanislaus  
County, California, Special Report 173. Higgins, C., Dupras, D. 1993. 
 
Stanislaus County, 2015. Stanislaus County General Plan, Chapter 5. 
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XIII. NOISE -- Would the project result in: 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a. Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
project in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies? 

   X 

b. Generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or 
ground-borne noise levels?    X 

c. For a project located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport 
or public use airport, would the project expose people 
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

   X 

 
Discussion: The level of noise associated with proposed system installation and operation is expected to be minimal and  well 
below the standards established  in the Stanislaus County General Plan – Chapter 14 – Noise Element.  The proposed would 
not result in a substantial increase in ambient noise levels or ground-borne vibrations.  There is no public airport located within 
a two-mile radius of the Site and there are no sensitive receptors (i.e., school, nursing home, hospital) located in the Site 
vicinity. In summary, there are no impacts expected with respect to noise.  

 
Mitigation: None 
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XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the project: 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a. Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an 
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

   X 

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing people or 
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

   X 

 
Discussion: No population growth or displacement of people would occur as result of the proposed project. No impacts to 
population or housing are anticipated.  

 
Mitigation: None 
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XV. PUBLIC SERVICES – 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Would the project result in the substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services: 

    

Fire protection?    X 
Police protection?    X 
Schools?    X 
Parks?    X 
Other public facilities?    X 

 
Discussion: The proposed project involves installation and operation of a water treatment system to supply safe drinking water 
primarily intended for existing group of employees. The proposed project would not result in a need for new construction or 
alteration of any governmental facilities.  In conclusion, there would be no impact on public services. 

 
Mitigation: None.  
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XVI. RECREATION  
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood 
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or 
be accelerated? 

   X 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might 
have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

   X 

 
Discussion: The proposed project involves installation and operation of a water treatment system for an existing population 
of employees at the Site. The proposed project does not include recreational facilities and would not have any impact on the 
demand for regional parks or recreational facilities. In summary, there would be no impact on recreation resources. 

 
Mitigation: None.  
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XVII. TRANSPORATION -- Would the project: 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

  X  

b. Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?    X 

c. Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

   X 

d. Result in inadequate emergency access?    X 
 
Discussion: The proposed project does not involve any changes to existing roadways, so no increase in hazards due to 
geometric design features or inadequate emergency access would occur. Since the proposed project involves an anticipated 
monthly exchange of the resin vessels, there are additional transportation considerations for the proposed project. However, 
projects along an existing “high quality” transit corridor are presumed to cause less than a significant transport impact. Since 
the proposed project located adjacent to CA-State Route 132, less than significant on transportation resources are anticipated. 

 
Mitigation: None.  
 
References:  
 
California Environmental Protection Agency. CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.3(b). 
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XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project: Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public 
Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, 
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of 
the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object 
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and 
that is: 

    

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of 
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical 
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(k), or 

   X 

b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be 
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 
of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the 
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 

   X 

 
Discussion:  The proposed project would take place in a developed are adjacent to an existing building, as shown on Figure 2.   
The proposed project would not involve ground disturbing activities,  so discovery of previously unknown tribal cultural 
resources is highly unlikely.  No impacts to tribal cultural resources are anticipated.   

According to Kristin Doud, Principal Planner with Stanislaus County, as of September 14, 2021, Stanislaus County had not 
received any requests for consultation from the tribes listed with the California Native American Heritage Commission.  
Therefore, no tribal notifications were required or completed in conjunction with California Assembly Bill 52 for the proposed 
project.   

 

Mitigation: None. 
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IXX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS -- Would the project:  Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of new 
or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm 
water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant environmental 
effects?  

   X 

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project and reasonably foreseeable future development 
during normal, dry and multiple dry years?  

   X 

c. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments?  

   X 

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, 
or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or 
otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction 
goals?  

   X 

e. Comply with federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?     X 

 
Discussion:  The proposed project would not result in an increased demand for utilities or services including water, wastewater 
treatment, storm water drainage, electrical power, natural gas or telecommunications facilities, nor would the proposed 
generate any solid waste. The ion exchange vessels used in the ion exchange system would be replaced as needed, and as 
noted above, and water used to flush the system would be captured and stored until it can be delivered  to an approved 
treatment facility.  Upon exhausting the ion exchange vessels, the vessel would be disposed at an approved facility. In 
summary, there would be no impact to utilities or services.  

 
Mitigation: None.  
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XX. WILDFIRE – Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan?    X 

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

   X 

c. Require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency 
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment? 

   X 

d. Expose people or structures to significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a 
result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes? 

   X 

 

Description: State Responsibility Areas are boundaries adopted by the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection. These 
designated State Responsibility Areas are areas where the California Department of Forestry and Fire (CAL FIRE), has a 
financial responsibility for fire suppression and prevention. These designated areas can be determined through review of 
the Stanislaus County Fire Hazard Severity Zone Maps for State Responsibility Area and Local Responsibility Area (CAL 
FIRE, 2007). Review of the Stanislaus County Fire Hazard Severity Zone Maps for State Responsibility Area and Local 
Responsibility Area indicate the proposed project is in a Local Responsibility Area.  

The proposed project would not impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. The Project 
location is not in a State Responsibility Area or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones.  

The proposed project would not require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as fuel breaks, 
emergency water sources, power lines, or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment and would not impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan. The proposed project would not expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream 
flooding or landslides due to runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. Based on these findings, there are no 
wildfire related impacts associated with the project. 
 
Mitigation: None 
 

References:  

California Department of Forestry and Fire (CAL FIRE), 2007. Stanislaus County Fire Hazard Severity Zone Maps in State 
Responsibility Area. November 7. https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/. Accessed August 2021.  
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XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -- Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant  

With 
Mitigation 
Included 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality 
of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish 
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of 
a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

   X 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, 
but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” 
means that the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects.) 

   X 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

   X 

 
Discussion:  
The proposed project involves installation and operation of an ion exchange water treatment system.  The proposed 
project does not have the potential to degrade the quality of an environment or impact a fish or wildlife habitat.  
Further, the project will not have impacts that are cumulatively considerable in connection with other past, present or 
future projects. Moreover, the project is not expected to degrade the quality of the environment or cause substantial 
adverse effects directly or indirectly on human beings. On the contrary, the proposed project will enable FNF to provide 
a safe and reliable source of drinking water to its employees and visitors.  
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Attachment B: Photographic Log   
Draft Initial Study and Negative Declaration, Ion Exchange Water Treatment System, Frazier Nut Farms, 
Waterford, Stanislaus County, California Page 1 of 2 

Photo 1. Existing Frazier Nut Farms Public Water System supply well and pad (facing southwest). 

Photo 2. Proposed location of ion exchange water treatment system, adjacent to well pad (facing southeast). 
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Attachment B: Photographic Log   
Draft Initial Study and Negative Declaration, Ion Exchange Water Treatment System, Frazier Nut Farms, 
Waterford, Stanislaus County, California Page 2 of 2 
 
 
 

  

 
Figure 3. Proposed location of ion exchange water treatment system in the foreground (facing east). 
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ABBREVIATIONS  

  
ADD 
ADF 
APN 

Average Day Demand 
Average Daily Flow  
���•�•���•�•�}�Œ�[�•���W���Œ�����o���E�µ�u�����Œ 

  
bgs 
BOD 

Below Ground Surface 
Biochemical Oxygen Demand 

  
CCR California Code of Regulations 
CDCR 
CDPH 
CHSC 
CO 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 
California Department of Public Health 
California Health and Safety Code 
Compliance Order  

  
GAL 
gpd 

Gallons 
Gallons per Day 

gpm Gallons per Minute 
  
HP Horse Power 
  
MAF 
MCL 
MDD 

Monthly Average Flow 
Maximum Contaminant Level 
Maximum Day Demand 

MG Million Gallons  
MGD Million Gallons per Day 
mg/L Milligrams per Liter 
ml/L Milliliter per Liter 
  
R Range 
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 
RWUA Recycled Water User Agreement 
  
  
T Township 
TSS Total Suspended Solids 
  
WDRs Waste Discharge Requirements 
WWTF Wastewater Treatment Facility 
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Purpose of this Report  
This report is being prepared regarding the Frazier Nut Farms, Inc. Water System. The intent of this report 
is to demonstrate that the proposed improvements to Frazier Nut Farms Water System will successfully 
reduce the Nitrate concentration and provide safe drinking water that complies with the requirements of 
Section 116555(a)(1) of the California Health and Safety Code (CHSC), Section 64431 of the California Code 
of Regulations (CCR), Title 22 and meets the requirements stated in Compliance Order No. DER-18R-006 
by Stanislaus County Department of Environmental Resources dated March 22, 2018. 

1.2. Background   
Frazier Nut Farms, Inc. is located the Stanislaus County along Highway 132, Yosemite Boulevard, 
approximately one (1) mile north of the Tuolumne River. More specifically, Frazier Nut Farms, Inc. is 
located at 10830 Yosemite Boulevard in Waterford, CA. Figure 1-1 displays the location of the Frazier Nut 
Farms, Inc. facility.  

The Frazier Nut Farms Water System is classified by the Division of Drinking Water as a non-transient non-
community water system supplied entirely by a single groundwater well. Non-transient non-community 
water systems are required to collect quarterly water samples and report the analytical results to the 
Division of Drinking Water. The quarterly monitoring results showed that the nitrate concentration in the 
source Well was below 50% of the maximum contaminant level (MCL) between the years 2015 to 2017, 
and the 2017 sample was below the detectable limit. As of March 2018, the source Well had surpassed 
the MCL requirement set by the Division of Drinking Water and as a repercussion were issued the 
Compliance Order No. DER-18R-006.   

1.3. Compliance Order  

Frazier Nut Farms, Inc. received from Stanislaus County Department of Environmental Resources 
Compliance Order (CO) No. DER-18R-006 on March 22, 2018. The CO was issued because of 
noncompliance with the nitrate MCL after test results obtained from two samples dated March 6, 2018 
and March 9, 2018. Enclosed in Appendix A is a copy of the CO.  The average nitrate concentration from 
those two samples was 11 mg/l as N. Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 15, Article 4, establishes primary drinking 
water standards, monitoring and reporting requirements for inorganic constituents. Non-transient non-
community water systems must comply with the nitrate MCL of 10 mg/l, as N, as established in Title 22 
CCR Section 64431.  

According to California Health and Safety Code, Section 116555 and Section 64431, Title 22, CCR, the 
Water System is required to provide monthly public notifications informing users of the failure to comply 
with the nitrate MCL and collect quarterly water samples for nitrate. The CO requires Frazier Nut Farms, 
Inc. to demonstrate, no later than April 10, 2021, that the water delivered by the Frazier Nut Farms, Inc. 
Water System complies with the nitrate MCL.  
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1.4. Water Demand  

Frazier Nut Farms Water System serves visitors, employees, and residents of a nut processing facility. 
Frazier Nut Farms serves approximately 64 visitors, 25 employees and residents through 14 service 
connections. According to the Division of Drinking Water compliance order dated March 22, 2018, the 
�&�Œ���Ì�]���Œ���E�µ�š���&���Œ�u�•���t���š���Œ���^�Ç�•�š���u�[�•���í�ð���•���Œ�À�]�����•�� ���}�v�v�����š�]�}�v�•��were all unmetered. As of 2019, the Frazier 
Nut Farms Water System has installed one Wellhead water meter. Table 1-1 contain the water 
consumption from January through December of 2019.   

Table 1-1  Frazier Nut 2019 Water Consumption 

Month Date of reading No. of Days Meter Reading Gallons Used Gallons Per Day 

1 1/7/2019 24 1,079,400 13,200 550 

2 2/19/2019 43 1,100,600 21,200 493 

3 3/26/2019 35 1,117,700 17,100 489 

4 4/12/2019 17 1,126,300 8,600 506 

5 5/14/2019 32 1,136,800 10,500 328 

6 6/24/2019 41 1,153,200 16,400 400 

7 7/23/2019 29 1,158,800 5,600 193 

8 8/15/2019 23 1,163,100 4,300 187 

9 9/24/2019 40 1,171,900 8,800 220 

10 10/28/2019 34 1,199,100 27,200 800 

11 11/19/2019 22 1,214,900 15,800 718 

12 12/26/2019 37 1,230,400 15,500 419 

The water production data above has been used to determine the Frazier Nut Farms Water System 
average day demand (ADD), Maximum Day Demand (MDD) and peak hour demand (PHD). Table 1-2 
contains the total demand, ADD, MDD, and PHD for the water system. The average day demand was 
calculated from the maximum month demand reported for the region. The MDD was calculated using the 
ADD of the maximum month and a factor of 1.5, as specified by the CCR Title 22 Section 64554. The PHD 
was calculated by applying a factor of 1.5 to the maximum day demand as specified by Section 64554. 

Table 1-2  Frazier Nut Farms Water System Water Demand 

Year 
Total 

Demand Max. Month Demand 
Month  

Avg. Day 
Demand  Max. Day Demand Peak Hour Demand 

Gallons Gallons GPD gpm GPD gpm GPD gpm 

2019 164,200 27,200 October 800 0.56 1,200 0.83 1800 1.25 

1.5. Water Quality  

According to the CCRs, Title 22, Section 64431, public water systems must comply with the MCLs displayed 
in Table 1-3. 
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Table 1-3  Public Water System Maximum Contaminant Levels 
Inorganic Chemical Maximum Contaminant Level (mg/L) 

Aluminum 1. 
Antimony 0.006 
Arsenic 0.010 

Asbestos 7 MFL*  
Barium 1.0 

Beryllium 0.004 
Cadmium 0.005 
Chromium 0.05 
Cyanide 0.15 
Fluoride 2.0 
Mercury 0.002 
Nickel 0.1 

Nitrate (as nitror.1en) 10.0 
Nitrate + Nitrite (sum as nitrogen) 10.0 

Nitrite (as nitrogen) 1.0 
Perchlorate 0.006 
Selenium 0.05 
Thallium 0.002 

* MFL = million fibers per liter; MCL for fibers exceeding 10 um in length. 

A water sample collected on March 6, 2018 revealed that the water system was out of compliance with 
the above listed CCR for Public Water Systems. A follow up samples was collected on March 9, 2020. The 
monitoring results for those samples can be found below in Table 1-4.  

Table 1-4  Monitoring Results 
Sample Date Sample Results Average 

3/6/2018 11 
11 

3/9/2018 11.3 

The monitoring results for the March 9, 2020 sample can be found below in Table 1-5.  

Table 1-5  March 9, 2020 Monitoring Results 
Constituent Sample Results EPA Limit Units 

Est TDS By Conductivity 446.38 500.00 mg/L 

Conductivity 646.20   microS/cm 

pH* 7.7 6.50 to 8.50   

Turbidity 0.13 0.50 NTU 

Turbidity Filtered <0.100 0.50 NTU 
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Table 1-5  March 9, 2020 Monitoring Results 
Constituent Sample Results EPA Limit Units 

Aluminum by ICP* <50.000 200.00 ug/L 

Arsenic by ICP (Screen) <10.000 10.00 ug/L 

Barium* 181.59 2,000.00 ug/L 

Calcium* 46.97   mg/L 

Copper (Cu)* <0.015 1.30 mg/L 

Hardness (CaCO3)* 226.61   mg/L 

Iron (Fe)* <0.050 0.30 mg/L 

Lead by ICP (Screen) <15.000 15.00 ug/L 

Magnesium* 26.50   mg/L 

Manganese (Mn)* <0.020 0.05 mg/L 

Potassium 3.14   mg/L 

Silica* 58.66   mg/L 

Sodium* 52.66   mg/L 

Strontium (Sr) 0.61   mg/L 

Zinc (Zn)* <0.050 5.00 mg/L 

Chloride* 22.27 250.00 mg/L 

Fluoride* <0.200 4.00 mg/L 

Nitrate as N* 12.70 10.00 mg/L 

Nitrite as N* <0.100 1.00 mg/L 

Sulfate* 44.44 250.00 mg/L 

Tannins <2.000   mg/L 

Color* <5.000 15.00 color 

Color after Acidification <5.000   color 

Bicarbonate 274.96   mg/L 

Carbonate 0.00   mg/L 

Total Alkalinity* 274.96   mg/L 

Alkalinity as CaCO3 225.47  mg/l 

TOC* 0.48   mg/L 

From the above listed table, it can be observed that the Frazier Nut Farms Water System is still out of 
compliance for Nitrate as (N). Enclosed is Appendix B is a copy of the complete monitoring report.   
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CHAPTER 2 EXISTING WATER SYSTEM 

2.1. Overview  

This Section provides a description of the existing Frazier Nut Farms Water System. In general, the non-
transient noncommunity water system provides potable water to an approximately 64.78 acre service 
area. The source Well is located within the Frazier Nut Farms property, Assessor Parcel Number (APN) 
080-006-047-000, and is the only water source for the facility. The parcel is currently owned by James G. 
and Sheryl L. Frazier. Figure 2-1 displays the location of the groundwater Well.   

2.2. Water Source 

The Water System is owned and operated by the Frazier Nut Farms, Inc. The Frazier Nut Farms, Inc. Water 
System is supplied potable water via a single groundwater Well with no further treatment after extraction. 
The groundwater Well was constructed in August of 2011 and was drilled to a depth of one hundred sixty 
(160) feet below ground surface (bgs). The Well was equipped with a bentonite annular seal from ground 
surface to 78 feet bgs and an eight (8) inch diameter blank plastic casing to one hundred forty (140) feet 
bgs. Upon completion of the Well, the Well had a static water level of 84 feet bgs. Enclosed is Appendix C 
is a copy of the Well Completion Report.  

2.3. Water Distribution System  

According to the 2016 water system report submitted to the Division, the Frazier Nut Farm, Inc. provides 
potable water to approximately 64 visitors, 25 employees/residents and has approximately 14 service 
connections.   

The Well primarily serves the office building and the employee breakroom building. Within each building 
there are restrooms, sinks, lavatories, and showers. Figure 2-1 shows the location of the distribution 
system mains that convey water to those two locations. 

2.4. Water System Operation  

The system is operated by six (6) registered distribution operators. The names and operator class can be 
found in Table 2-1. 

Table 2-1  Water System Distribution Operators 
Name Distribution Grade Treatment Grade 

Tom McCoy Grade 4 #8642 Grade 3 #22642 

Keven Jones Grade 2 #48425 Grade 2 #38634 

Joe Burnett Grade 2 #47089 Grade 2 #38380 

Troy Long Grade 2 #43386 Grade 2 #42993 

Brandon Steed Grade 1 #51298 Grade 1 #42473 

Evan Schmidt Grade 1 #52393 Grade 1 #43891 
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CHAPTER 3 PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 

3.1. Treatment System Description  

This Section discusses the design and operation of the proposed on-site wellhead treatment system. The 
proposed treatment system consists of six (6) Culligan Stainless Steel Portable Ion Exchange Tanks filled 
with SIR-100-HP nitrate reducing resin followed by a chlorination system. Each exchange tank contains 
approximately one and a half (1.5) cubic feet of SIR-100-HP nitrate reducing resin. After chlorination, the 
treated effluent will be stored in a 1,500 gallon above ground plastic AWWA approved potable water 
storage tank equipped with a 25 gpm booster pump. 

The treatment system will be equipped with an audible alarm, red flashing strobe light, and high nitrate 
shut off valve actuated by a Liquiline controller linked to an Endress+Hauser Nitrate Analyzer. All 
equipment and media contained in this proposal has been tested and certified under NSF/ANSI 61. Water 
system operators will be trained by the Culligan Water Company on the operation and maintenance for 
the system. Figure 3-1 displays the process flow diagram of the proposed treatment system.   

3.2. SIR-100-HP Nitrate Reducing Resin  

SIR-100-HP nitrate reducing resin is a chloride form macroporous nitrate selective strong base anion resin. 
SIR-100-HP has a unique functionality that increases selectivity for nitrate and decreases selectivity for 
sulfate. This results in higher operating capacity, lower leakage, and freedom from nitrate dumping if 
operated past sulfate break. SIR-100-HP is intended for all nitrate removal applications and can also be 
used to remove perchlorate. SIR-100-HP is supplied in the chloride form.  

3.3. Design Parameters  

The treatment system was designed using the raw water condition displayed in Table 3-1.  

Table 3-1  Design Raw Water Quality 
Constituent Concentration Units 

Nitrate as N 12.7 mg/l 

Alkalinity as CaCO3 225.47 mg/l 

Chloride  22.27 mg/l 

Fluoride <0.20 mg/l 

Sulfate 44.44 mg/l 

pH 7.7   

Conductivity 646.2 umhos/cm 

TDS 446.38 mg/l 

Hardness as CaCO3 
226.61 mg/l 

13.25 gpg 
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The design operating parameters are as follows: 

�™ Continuous Flow Rate �t 15 gallons per minute (gpm) 
�™ Peak Flow Rate �t 18 gpm 
�™ 1,500 gallons per day (gpd) maximum 
�™ Eight (8) hours per day run time 

3.4. Chloride to Sulfate Mass Ratio  

The SIR-100-HP nitrate reducing resin contains chloride anions.  During treatment (ion exchange), nitrate 
anions in the raw water are exchanged for chloride anions. Therefore, reducing the concentration of 
nitrate will increase the concentration of chloride. According the Culligan, the exchange rate is one to one. 
Meaning for every one mg/l of nitrate that is removed, one mg/l of chloride is added. Table 3-2 below 
displays the concentrations of chloride, sulfate and alkalinity before and after treatment.  

Table 3-2  Chloride to Sulfate Mass Ratio 
Constituent Raw Water Concentration (mg/l) Treated Effluent Concentration (mg/l) 

Nitrate 12.7 0 

Chloride 22.27 34.97 

Sulfate 44.44 44.44 

Alkalinity as CaCO3 225.47 225.47 

Chloride-to-Sulfate Mass Ratio 0.50 0.79 

The proposed ion exchange treatment system will increase the chloride-to-sulfate Mass ratio (CMSR). 
Studies on water system supplied by surface water has shown that a CMSR greater than 0.77 increases 
the potential of lead leaching in the pipes. However, alkalinity provides a buffer and decreases that 
potential. The alkalinity of the water at Frazier Nut is expected to limit the corrosivity of the water after 
the ion exchange process. Frazier Nut will collect quarterly samples for Lead and Copper during the first 
year of operation to confirm that corrosion is not occurring in the system.  

3.5. Resin Regeneration Plan  

The estimated capacity of the six (6) exchange tanks is approximately 18,000 to 24,000 gallons. The exact 
volume of water that the six (6) exchange tanks can treat will be confirmed once in operation. The Frazier 
Nut Farms Water System proposed system will include six (6) exchange tanks in service, and six (6) 
replacement exchange tanks. The replacement exchange tanks will be installed when the six exchange 
tanks in service have exhausted their removal capacity and will remain in service until the exhausted 
exchange tanks are regenerated.  

The replacement exchange tanks will be stored at the Culligan Water Company facility until replacement 
is required. The nitrate monitoring system will alert operators when the Nitrate levels approach the MCL. 
Before the MCL is exceeded, Frazier Nut Farms will notify the Culligan Water Company and the exchange 
tanks will be replaced.   

The media, SIR-100-HP nitrate reducing resin, can be regenerated by introducing the worn filters to a 
brine rich environment. The Frazier Nut Farms, Inc. will set up a maintenance plan with the Culligan Water 
Company. The maintenance plan will require the Culligan Water Company to replace all six (6) exchange 
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tanks after their useful life has been reached and take all six (6) exhausted exchange tanks back to their 
facility to be regenerated. This process will continue indefinitely while the treatment system is in 
operation. 

3.6. Operations Plan  

3.6.1. Startup and Shut-Down Procedures  

The treatment system will operate automatically. The well pump will turn on when the water level in the 
storage tank reaches a low level and will shut down when the water level reaches a high level. The ion 
���Æ���Z���v�P���������Œ�š�Œ�]���P���•�����}�v�[�š���Œ���‹�µ�]�Œ�������v�Ç���}�‰���Œ���š�}�Œ������justments.  

The ion exchange vessels will be exchanged by a third party and regenerated off site. Upon installation of 
new cartridges, water will be flushed until the nitrate concentration provided by the inline analyzer has 
stabilized. The volume of flushed water is expected to be less than 5 gal per month. Flushed water will be 
captured at an onsite storage tank and disposed offsite at an approved treatment facility. Upon 
exhaustion of the ion exchange vessels, staff will initiate the exchange process. The removal of the 
exhausted vessels will be done by a third party. The well will be turned off and isolation valves closed 
before removal of the exhausted vessels. The vessels will be transported to an outside facility where they 
will be regenerated and stored until they are reinstalled.  

3.6.2. Treatment System Monitoring Schedule  

The Culligan nitrate removal ion exchange vessels are estimated to be replaced approximately once a 
month. The actual frequency will be determined once the system is in operation. Frazier Nut staff will log 
the treated water nitrate concentration provided by the in-line analyzer daily. Frazier Nut staff will notify 
Culligan once the nitrate concentration reaches 8 mg/l. It is estimated that that the vessels can be replaced 
within 48 hours. Over time, Frazier Nut Farms will determine if the nitrate concentration that triggers 
notification to Culligan needs to be adjusted.  

The Culligan ion exchange vessels SIR-100-HP nitrate reducing resin do not last indefinitely. The 
regeneration of the resin will deteriorate over time. To monitor the deterioration of the resin, annual 
performance of the resin will be evaluated during their annual reporting to the State Water Resources 
Control Board �t Division of Drinking Water (SWRCB-DDW). Annual reporting includes the gallons treated 
per year, as well as the number of cartridges used per year. This will reveal the treatment capacity of the 
Culligan vessels. When the capacity of the vessels has decreased by more than 25%, the vessels will be 
replaced. The following table provides the daily, monthly, and annual monitoring parameters: 

Table 3-3  Monitoring Parameters 
 Daily Monthly Annually 

Flow Totalizer 
·   

Pressure Differential 
·   

Nitrate Concentration (Analyzer) 
· 
·  

Nitrate Concentration (Lab)  
·  

HPC  
·  

Coliform  
·  

Cartridge Capacity (Calculation)   
· 
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